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fact that after the close of the Republic the Empire was broken
up into a number of urban communities, each of which had its
own magistrates, its own jurisdiction and to a certain extent its
own system of positive law. Italy, with the exception of Rome,
consisted of a large number of towns, generally called muni-
cipiar, while the rest of the Empire was divided into separate
provinces, the constitutions of which gradually approximated
to the municipal system of Italy.1
Every inhabitant was necessarily connected either with
Rome or with one or more of these urban communities. The °mia
bond of connexion was either citizenship or domiciL Citizen-
ship resulted from origo^ adoption, manumission or election, so
that it was possible for one person to be a citizen of several
urban communities at the same time.2 A person had his origo in
the place to which his father, or if he was illegitimate to which
his mother, belonged.3 Domicil meant the relation between a
man and that urban community which he had chosen for his
permanent abode, and therefore for the centre of his legal
relations and his business. It was constituted by residence in a
place accompanied by an intention to make the stay permanent.4
Clearly, then, a person could be connected with more than Roman
one urban community at the same time, as, for instance, when _
he was born in one place, adopted in another and domiciled in law
another. The result in such a case was that he became subject-
to several jurisdictions, since the rule was that he might be sued
before the magistrates of any urban community of which he
was a citizen or in which he had his domiciL An action against
a man possessing this multiple connexion would immediately
raise a question of private international law, that is to say, a
question of the choice of law, for though a defendant might be
sued in one of several places he obviously could not be subject
to different and perhaps contradictory rules of law. It is prob-
able that as a general rule a defendant was subject to his per-
sonal law,5 but the question is—which system of personal law?
The. law of his origo or of his domicil ?
Savigny had no hesitation in affirming that when a person
had citizenship and domicil in two different places he was sub-
ject to the system of law that obtained in the place where he was
a citizen and not to the law of his domiciL It he was a citizen of
more places than one, the law of the place of his birth applied*
1 Savigny, The Conflict of Laws, Outline's translation, sec. 351, p. 45.
* Ibid., pp. 46-48.	3 Martin Wolff, p. 101.
4 Savigny, op. cit., p. 54.	s Westlake, p. n.

